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critical of CBO, except we now have
three different answers, the last of
which is apparently correct.

And my sense is that it tells us what
you and I have been talking about for
some long while. The only way this
adds up is if you add it wrong. It is the
only way this adds up. Add it wrong,
you get the right answer. Add it right,
you get the wrong answer.

Mr. CONRAD. The Senator is exactly
right. This is a fundamental question.
And let me just say those who defend it
by saying it is what we have been
doing, that is no defense at all. That is
just no defense at all.

What we have been doing is wrong.
We have been doing it since 1983. For
most of the time it has not made that
much difference because the Social Se-
curity surpluses have been very small.
But now the Social Security surpluses
are growing dramatically. And they are
going to continue to grow dramati-
cally. There is a reason for it. The rea-
son was to get ready for the time the
baby-boom generation retires. That is
why Congress acted in the early 1980’s
to change the Social Security fund, to
design it to run surpluses. And what
have we done? We have raided them.
We have looted them. And now we will
continue that practice to the tune of
$636 billion over the next 7 years and
call it a balanced budget. That is a
fraud. That is an absolute fraud.

There is no one who would consider
taking trust funds, throwing those into
the pot to balance an operating budget
as the correct way to do business. It is
maybe the Washington way to do busi-
ness; it is not the right way to do busi-
ness. And we should stop it. We should
stop it now.

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor
and I note the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

f

RECONCILIATION AND BALANCING
THE FEDERAL BUDGET

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, we are going
to be taking up later on this week what
we call in the Senate the reconciliation
bill. Some of the Members from the
other side have been talking about that
bill this morning as it pertains to bal-
ancing the Federal budget. I would like
to speak to some of the things that
Senators addressed this morning, and
also to the President’s plans for deal-
ing with our budget deficit over the
course of the next 7 years.

Mr. President, Senator DORGAN and
Senator CONRAD were just on the floor,
and I think Senator HOLLINGS spoke
earlier to this problem of the Federal
budget deficit as it pertains to the So-
cial Security surplus. They objected to
the fact that the Republican balanced

budget did not account for the fact
that the Federal Government is spend-
ing that Social Security surplus and,
therefore, makes it more like we are in
balance when, in fact, we are spending
money that does not really belong to
the general Government; it belongs to
the Social Security surplus. If you ex-
clude that surplus, then, in fact, they
charge that we would be running a defi-
cit of about $100 billion in the year
2002.

Of course, it is true, that if the U.S.
Government were not spending the So-
cial Security surplus funds, then those
funds would not be reflected in the
budget and, obviously, there would be a
deficit beyond that which has been cal-
culated by the CBO.

But, Mr. President, the Senators that
I just mentioned, the Senators from
North Dakota and the Senator from
South Carolina, while they have been
consistent in speaking out in support
of segregating those Social Security
trust funds, I note have, with most of
the other Members of both Houses of
the legislative branch of Government,
failed to refrain from voting for budg-
ets that use those Social Security
funds. My point is that everybody likes
to talk about not spending those Social
Security funds, but the fact is they
vote for budgets that use the Social Se-
curity funds.

In 1993, all three of the Senators
aforementioned voted for the budget
resolution and, by the way, the ref-
erence is rollcall vote 94, April 1, 1993.
Senator DORGAN, Senator CONRAD, and
Senator HOLLINGS—all three—voted for
the budget resolution that spent every
dime of the Social Security surplus
and, by its own admission, left a pro-
jected deficit of about $200 billion, even
taking into account the Social Secu-
rity surplus at the end of its 5 year pe-
riod.

They all voted for the 1993 budget
reconciliation bill, on August 6, 1993,
that relied on the use of the Social Se-
curity surplus. Senator DORGAN, speak-
ing on behalf of the budget reconcili-
ation bill, said on the floor on August
6:

The fact is, we are going to decide today
whether we do something about this crip-
pling deficit or whether we continue to do
nothing.

And then he voted for the budget res-
olution that spent every dime of the
Social Security surplus. They all voted
for the budget resolution in 1994, that
is May 12, 1994, that spent every dime
of the Social Security surplus and,
again, by its own admission, left a pro-
jected deficit of about $200 billion, even
taking into account the Social Secu-
rity surplus at the end of its 5 year pe-
riod.

Excluding the Social Security sur-
plus, the budget resolution in 1994 pro-
vided for deficits of $239 billion in 1995,
rising to $300 billion in 1999. Yet, Sen-
ators DORGAN, CONRAD, and HOLLINGS
all voted for it, and I note, by the way,
Mr. President, that that compares with
our budget which, excluding Social Se-

curity, would go from $245 billion in
1996 to about a $100 billion deficit in
the year 2002 and, of course, if you do
not count Social Security, according to
CBO we would be in balance by then
with a zero deficit.

These three Senators are claiming
that the Republican budget is a phony
budget because it counts Social Secu-
rity, the same as it has always done.
But our budget, as I said, leaves a defi-
cit of zero at the end of the 5-year pe-
riod—zero—and that is certified by the
bipartisan Congressional Budget Office.

If you excluded the surplus, the ques-
tion is, what would you do with it? And
I ask the question of those three Sen-
ators, because I think it is odd, it is
strange that they come here today
criticizing the Republican budget be-
cause it allows the expenditure of those
funds when, in fact, all three of them
have supported the same practice over
and over and over again. So what
would they do with those funds?

The surplus, of course, is invested in
U.S. Government securities. By defini-
tion, it is borrowed by the Treasury.
We do not put our money under a mat-
tress any more than anybody else does.
So do these three Senators all contend
that we should borrow the money, pay
interest to the trust funds, and then let
the money sit idle, not do anything?
That is a poor use of the funds.

Perhaps they would be willing to join
us in finding a way to allow people to
invest that in the private sector as a
way of creating a surplus to Social Se-
curity earnings.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent for 1 additional minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I will con-
clude by making this point. If we can
invest that money in the private sec-
tor, it would both return a supplement
to the people who are receiving Social
Security in the future and prevent the
general Government from expending
the funds so that it would truly be used
for Social Security purposes.

I hope that our colleagues’ ultimate
purpose is not to support what Presi-
dent Clinton has suggested, using pen-
sion funds for ‘‘economically targeted
investments.’’ In other words, pension
funds would not be invested soundly for
the benefit of retirees or, in this case,
Social Security recipients, but used to
advance social programs that benefit
third parties.

I hope that is not what they are talk-
ing about. I hope it is more a political
point they are making. Again, Mr.
President, I point out that we would all
like not to use those funds for general
expenditure purposes, and we will be
talking in the future about how we can
assure those funds are used strictly for
the benefit of Social Security retirees.
I believe we should be supporting the
Republican budget which the CBO con-
firms gets us to a zero deficit by the
year 2002.
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Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico is recognized.
Mr. DOMENICI. Parliamentary in-

quiry, Mr. President. Are we in morn-
ing business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We are in
morning business. Senators are author-
ized to speak up to 5 minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. I ask unanimous
consent that I be permitted to proceed
for up to 7 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

f

TAXES AND THE BUDGET

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I hope
my friend from Arizona, if he is not
terribly busy, can be with me on the
floor for a moment.

I have three issues to address. Let me
take the first one. I regret over the
weekend in talking about the Presi-
dent’s statement that he made in Hous-
ton that he thought he raised the taxes
too much and that it was because of
Congress, in particular I assume his
party and our party, the Republican
Party, that he raised taxes this much,
implying that if somehow or another
there would have been more help up
here, he would have raised less taxes.

Let me make it absolutely clear, the
President of the United States asked
for more taxes than he got. Let me
state that again. He sent us a budget
and he ultimately got a tax increase
and not a single Republican voted for
that tax increase. But let me review
what the President had done prior to
that. He sent a budget to the Congress
stating his master plan. What was in
the master plan in terms of tax in-
creases?

I have the number now. It is $360 bil-
lion. Remember, he had a Btu tax in it,
an energy tax. Some of his own Mem-
bers, such as then Senator Boren and
others, said that will never fly. The ul-
timate tax increase was $270 billion.
Over the weekend, the numbers were
bantered around, but this is the right
number. So essentially he asked us, if
my arithmetic is right, for $90 billion
more than he got.

What does that mean? That means
that it was not Congress that forced
him to get these big tax increases, it
was the President’s own plan. So what
really happened was that he was asking
for more tax increases than his Demo-
cratic supporters ended up giving him.

Is that not a shame that he would
imply that it was the Democratic Sen-
ators and Congressmen who forced him
to raise taxes so much? I will get this
together in a memo with all of the
number spread and put it into the
RECORD. I trust my staff implicitly,
and I now recall the Btu tax. So I say
to my friend, Senator KYL from Ari-
zona, over the weekend we heard an in-
credible change of mind by the Presi-
dent—a flip-flop or whatever you want
to call it. The President was up here
asking, in 1993, for $360 billion in tax
increases. He gets only $270 billion

from the Congress, and he suggests if
he would have had more cooperation
from the Congress, he would not have
raised taxes so much.

Mr. KYL. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. DOMENICI. Yes.
Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I was in the

House of Representatives when this
was proposed. I remember a lot of my
Democratic colleagues who were not
happy about supporting a Btu tax. The
Senator from New Mexico will recall
that the House Members ended up sup-
porting that budget with the request
for tax increases, including the Btu tax
increase. Of course, the Senator from
Arizona, then a Member of the House,
and most of the other Republicans
voted against the Btu tax increase, but
most of the Democrats voted for it. I
know they were greatly distressed
when the Senate then turned it down
and, in effect, were critical of the
President for making them walk the
plank when there was never really a
chance that that tax would be imposed
at the end of the day.

I agree with the Senator from New
Mexico that it is unfortunate to cast
the blame on the Congress, including a
lot of good Democrat Members of Con-
gress, who did not want to increase
taxes as much as the President, and
certainly the Republican Members of
the Congress. The President, therefore,
was pointing the finger in the wrong
direction when he alleged that it was
the Congress that made him do it. It is
like that old comedian that said, ‘‘The
devil made me do it.’’ It was really the
President himself who offered the tax
increase to the American people.

Mr. DOMENICI. The Senator, in re-
buttal of statements by Senators KENT
CONRAD and BYRON DORGAN, referred to
whether we have a balanced budget or
not. Let me make sure the American
people understand. See this nice cer-
tificate with the red ribbons? It says,
‘‘certified balanced budget.’’ What is
that about? What is this? This is the
budget for fiscal year 1996, the concur-
rent resolution that was passed and
now implemented by the bill we are
talking about, called reconciliation.

What is this ‘‘certified balanced
budget’’? The Director of the Congres-
sional Budget Office, Dr. June O’Neill,
who is charged by almost everyone
that knows anything about our fiscal
problems with being in charge of an
agency that we ought to believe be-
cause they are neutral, they belong to
no one, they are funded by us, and they
work independently for both the Presi-
dent and the Congress.

Why do I know that? Well, I know it
because I have been working with them
for 20 years. But the President told us
that. He told us 2 years ago in his State
of the Union Address, and I paraphrase:
If you do not want to be accused of
smoke and mirrors and if you want to
be conservative so you are more apt to
come out right, in terms of assump-
tions, let us all agree to use the Con-
gressional Budget Office.

That is how important they are.
They wrote us an analysis of the Sen-

ate’s reconciliation bill—the one com-
ing up soon—along with the budget res-
olution. What did they tell us? They
said, ‘‘We certify that you have a bal-
anced budget.’’

How could it be that the Congres-
sional Budget Office is telling America
the Republicans’ 7-year plan gets to
balance, and we have the Senators
coming to the floor saying it is not in
balance? It is interesting. If it is not in
balance and we ought to do it another
way, maybe we ought to hear their
plan for cutting even more, which is
apparently the proposal. If you do not
want ours, you ought to cut more, so
you get the proposal they are advocat-
ing.

I will tell you why they are doing it.
I am not going to say this myself. I am
going to read from a column by Charles
Krauthammer from about 3 months
ago. I will read one paragraph:

In my 17 years in Washington, this is the
single most fraudulent argument I have
heard. I don’t mean politically fraudulent,
which is routine in Washington and a judg-
ment call anyway. I mean logically, demon-
strably, mathematically fraudulent, a condi-
tion rare even in Washington and not a judg-
ment call at all.

I ask unanimous consent that this
column be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Washington Post]
SOCIAL SECURITY ‘TRUST FUND’ WHOPPER

(By Charles Krauthammer)
Last week, Sens. Kent Conrad and Byron

Dorgan managed to (1) kill the balanced
budget amendment, (2) deal Republicans
their first big defeat since November and (3)
make Democrats the heroes of Social Secu-
rity. A hat trick. How did they do it? By de-
manding that any balanced budget amend-
ment ‘‘take Social Security off the table’’—
i.e., not count the current Social Security
surplus in calculating the deficit—and thus
stop ‘‘looting’’ the Social Security trust
fund.

In my 17 years in Washington, this is the
single most fraudulent argument I have
heard. I don’t mean politically fraudulent,
which is routine in Washington and a judg-
ment call anyway. I mean logically, demon-
strably, mathematically fraudulent, a condi-
tion rare even in Washington and not a judg-
ment call at all. Consider:

In 1994 Smith runs up a credit card bill of
$100,000. Worried about his retirement, how-
ever, he puts his $25,000 salary into a retire-
ment account.

Come Dec. 31, Smith has two choices: (a)
He can borrow $75,000 from the bank and
‘‘loot’’ his retirement account to pay off the
rest—which Conrad-Dorgan say is uncon-
scionable. Or (b) he can borrow the full
$100,000 to pay off his credit card bill and
keep the $25,000 retirement account sac-
rosanct—which Conrad-Dorgan say is just
swell and maintains a sacred trust and
staves off the wolves and would have let
them vote for the balanced budget amend-
ment if only those senior-bashing Repub-
licans had just done it their way.

But a child can see that courses (a) and (b)
are identical. Either way, Smith is net
$75,000 in debt. The trust money in (b) is a
fiction: It consists of 25,000 additionally bor-
rowed dollars. His retirement is exactly as
insecure one way or the other. Either way, if
he wants to pay himself a pension when he
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